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REMARKS 

The changes marked above, along with the following remarks, are fully responsive to 
the Office Action set forth above. Claims 1 and 47-87 are pending. Claims 1, 47, 48, 50-53, 
56, 57, 84, 85 and 87 have been amended. 
Informalities and Claims Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 

The examiner objected to the specification because of the informalities on pages 2, 
12 and 16. In response, the applicant has amended the specification as shown above. 

The examiner objected to claim 47 because of the sequence of labeling of the claim 
elements. The applicant has amended claim 47 accordingly. 

The examiner rejected claim 56 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, TJ 1, as lacking enablement. 
The applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. The terms that the examiner found 
objectionable are "spatial modulator", "laser emitter" and "optic", which limit the term 
"optical head" recited in claim 47. As the examiner correctly pointed out, these components 
are discussed in the summary of the invention. The applicant further points out that the 
spatial modulator is at least also discussed on page 16, line 20 ("light modulator 164") and 
that the laser emitter is at least also discussed on page 16, line 20 ("laser unit", labeled 
"Laser Source" in Figure 1 1), both in reference to Figure 11. The applicant respectfully 
submits that the terms objected to do not require further elaboration because they are basic 
components for laser imaging of printing plates and proofs and are well within the common 
knowledge of those skilled in the art. Claim 56 is therefore enabling. 

The examiner rejected claims 1 , 47, 49, 51 and 54-87 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, U 2 as 
being indefinite. Regarding claims 1 , 47, 85 and 87, the examiner objected to the term "low 
inertia". The applicant has amended those claims to remove the limitations based on the 
term. 

Regarding claim 56, the examiner stated that it was not clear if the element "at least 
one laser emitter"* was the same element as the "emitters" recited in claim 47. The applicant 
has amended claim 56 to clarify that it is. 

Regarding claim 57, the examiner stated that it was not clear if the element "at least 
one laser emitter" was the same element as "at least one laser" of claim 56. The applicant 



Received from < 6127661620 > at 5/5/03 5:44:03 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] 



FROM FAEGRE & BENSON 



(MON) 5. 5*03 16 : 5 2/ST. 16 : 46/NO. 4862056168 P 



09/826,311 
Page 14 

has amended claim 57 to clarify that it calls for at least one of the emitters in claim 56 to be a 
laser emitter. 

Regarding claim 84, the examiner stated that it was not clear if "it's center of gravity" 
referred to the center of the gravity of the optical head or that linear motor The applicant 
has amended claim 84 to more clearly reflect that it is the center of gravity of the carriage 
that the linear motor is attached to, as is reasonably evident from at least the specification at 
page 12, lines 11-16 

The applicant therefore respectfully requests that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 
be withdrawn* 

Claim Rejections Based on Prior Art 

35 U.S.C. S 102 

The examiner rejected claims 1, 47, 48, 52, 55, 59-61, 63, 64, 66 and 68-70 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by the U.S. Patent No. 5,934,195 ("Rinke"). The 
applicant respectfully traverses the rejection 

One aspect of the invention that is the subject matter of the present application 
involves imaging onto a printing plate by moving the plate in a direction and moving an 
optical head across the direction of the plate movement. The optical head is mounted on a 
stationary bridge. By thus reducing the number of moving parts, among other things, the 
invention achieves a combination of simplicity, reliability and precision. See, e.g., 
Specification at page 5, line 16-34. 

Accordingly, independent claims 1, 47 and 48 require that an optical head be 
"movably mounted on a stationary bridge" (emphasis added) and "adapted to move across 
the direction of movement of the printing plate". Rinke does not disclose these features. 
Instead, Rmke discloses an apparatus in which the plate to be imaged is conveyed in a 
forward direction. A laser imager (21L or 21R) are mounted on a laser transport carriage 
(25), which is moveable above a support (1 7) in forward and backward directions. The laser 
transport carriage (25) is the structure that most closely corresponds to the bridge disclosed 
and claimed in the present application. The imager sweeps modulated beams in a direction 
transverse to the direction of the carriage movement but is itself stationary relative to a 
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moving carriage and is adapted to move parallel to the direction of plate movement. See, 
Rinke at col. 3, line 48-coL 4, line 12 and Figures 1 and 2, 

Rinke thus does not anticipate claims 1, 47 and 48. Furthermore, Rinke does not 
anticipate claims 55, 59*61, 63, 64, 66 and 68-70 because each of them is a dependent claim 
ultimately based on one of the claims 1 , 47, 48 and 52 and therefore includes at least the 
same limitations discussed above, which limitations are not found in Rinke. 

Additionally, claims 1 , 47, 48, 52, 55, 59-61, 63, 64, 66 and 68-70 are not obvious 
and unpatentable under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) in light of Rinke alone or in combination with any 
other reference cited by the examiner in the office action. By teaching a moveable carriage, 
Rinke does not provide any motivation for providing a stationary bridge for mounting the 
optical head. Rinke also provides no motivation to include an optical head adapted to move 
across the direction of the plate movement because the imager (21L or 21R) disclosed in 
Rinke are stationary relative to the carriage 25. In fact, the imager in Ranke travels in a 
direction parallel to the direction of plate movement to image a stationary plate. None of the 
other references cited by the examiner supplies the claimed limitations missing from Rinke. 
Any combination of the cited references therefore does not teach or suggest all limitations of 
any of the rejected claims. See, MPEP § 2143.03. The claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102(e) are therefore patentable over the prior art cited by the examiner. 

35 U.S.C. $103 

The examiner also rejected claims 49-53, 54, 56-58, 62, 65, 67, and 71-87 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rinke, in view of a number of other references. 
The applicant respectfully traverses the rejection. 

Similar to the claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), each of the claims rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) also contains the requirements that an optical head be "movably 
mounted on a stationary bridge" (emphasis added) and "adapted to move across the direction 
of movement of the printing plate". The applicant particularly notes that claim 52 has now 
been amended to be dependent upon claim 51, which includes these requirements. As 
discussed above in connection with the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e), neither Rinke 
standing alone nor Rinke in combination of any of the secondary references teach or suggest 
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the combination of those limitations. Claims 49-53, 54, 56-58, 62, 65, 67, and 71-87 are 
therefore patentable under 35 U.S.C § 103(a). 

The applicant therefore respectfully requests that the rejections under 35 U.S.C. 
§§ 102 and 103 be withdrawn. 
Allowable Subject Matter 

The examiner has indicated that claim 85 would be allowable if rewritten or amended 
to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, U 2. The applicant has removed the 
reference to "low inertia" from the claim and believes that the claim is now in condition for 



The examiner has indicated that claims 78, 80, 81, 83, 84 and 86 would be allowable 
if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, % 2 and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The applicant has amended these 
claims in a way to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, If 2. Because the base 
claims and any intervening claims are allowable, as discussed above, the applicant believes 
that the dependent claims 78, 80, 8 1 , 83, 84 and 86 are now also allowable without further 
amendment or rewriting. 
Conclusion 

All pending claims are now in condition for allowance. A notice to that effect is 
respectfully requested. 



allowance. 
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